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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,
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NO. 46673-2019
ADA COUNTY NO. CR0l-18-16090

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Nature of the Case
A jury found Amanda Ravellette guilty of possession of methamphetamine and
possession of drug paraphernalia, based upon evidence that she possessed paraphernalia
containing methamphetamine residue. Mindful that the district court imposed the sentence her
counsel ultimately asked the court to impose, Ms. Ravellette asserts the district court abused its
discretion by sentencing her to a unified term of five years, with three years fixed, in light of the
mitigating factors that exist in her case.

1

Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
The State filed a complaint alleging that Ms. Ravellette possessed methamphetamine and
possessed drug paraphernalia. (R., pp.9-10.) A preliminary hearing was held, Ms. Ravellette
was bound over into the district court, and an information was filed charging her with possession
ofa controlled substance, and possession ofa drug paraphernalia. (R., pp.13-19.) The State then
filed an Information Part II alleging that Ms. Ravellette was subject to the persistent violator
sentencing enhancement, based upon her prior felony convictions. (R., pp.27-29.) A jury found
Ms. Ravellette guilty of possession of methamphetamine and possession of drug paraphernalia,
and Ms. Ravellette admitted that she was subject to the persistent violator enhancement.
(R., pp.64-65; Tr., p.472, L.19-p.478, L.24.)
During the sentencing hearing, the State asked the district court to impose a total unified
term of eight years, with three years fixed, to run concurrently with sentences previously
imposed upon Ms. Ravellette in other cases 1 (Tr., p.489, L.12 - p.490, L.1), while
Ms. Ravellette' s counsel asked the court to impose a fixed term no longer than three years, and a
total sentence no longer than five years, to run concurrently with her prior sentences (Tr., p.497,
Ls.8-24). 2 The district court imposed a unified term of five years, with three years fixed, for the
possession of methamphetamine conviction, to run concurrently with Ms. Ravellette's previously
imposed sentences. (R., pp.102-06; Tr., p.503, L.17 - p.504, L.14.)3 Ms. Ravellette filed a
timely Notice of Appeal. (Supp. R., pp.1-4.)

1

Ms. Ravellette was on parole at the time of the instant offense. (PSI, p.208.)
Ms. Ravellette herself stated, "I don't necessarily agree with the imposed prison sentence. I
want probation of some kind in conjunction with my parole." (Tr., p.501, Ls.15-18.)
3
The court imposed a concurrent 241-day sentence for the possession of drug paraphernalia
conviction. (R., pp.102-06; Tr., p.504, Ls.9-11.)
2

2

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence upon Ms. Ravellette,
in light of the mitigating factors in this case?

ARGUMENT
In Light Of The Mitigating Factors In This Case, The District Court Abused Its Discretion By
Imposing An Excessive Sentence Upon Ms. Ravellette
Ms. Ravellette asserts that, given any view of the facts, her unified sentence of five years,
with three years fixed, is excessive.

Where a defendant contends that the sentencing court

imposed an excessively harsh sentence, the appellate court will conduct an independent review
of the record considering the nature of the offense, the character of the offender, and the
protection of the public interest. The governing criteria or objectives of criminal punishment are:
(1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of the individual and the public generally; (3) the
possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment or retribution for wrongdoing.
Ms. Ravellette has struggled with substance abuse issues since she was a teenager. The
house she lived in as a child with her mother and step-father was repeatedly raided by
authorities, and kids were not allowed to hang out with her. (PSI, pp.208-09. )4 When her house
was raided for the last time, Ms. Ravellette felt defeated and started using alcohol and drugs she was just 14 years old.

(PSI, p.209.) Ms. Ravellette started drinking, using marijuana,

methamphetamine, and inhalants at age 14, and used cocaine and heroin in her late teen years,
and she has also abused prescription drugs and used designer stimulants.

(PSI, pp.212-13.)

Methamphetamine is Ms. Ravellette's drug of choice, and she recognizes that her drug use has
caused her a lot of problems in her life. (PSI, p.214.)
4

Citations to the Presentence Investigation Report, and its attached documents will include the
designation "PSI" and the page number associated with the 566-page electronic file containing
those documents.
3

Ms. Ravellette also suffers from mental health issues. She has been diagnosed with mood
disorder, schizoaffective disorder, borderline personality disorder, and depressive disorder. (PSI,
p.212.)

Having spent nearly the entirety of her 20s incarcerated (PSI, pp.199, 208),

Ms. Ravellette informed the PSI writer that she feels “‘institutionalized,’” and she struggled
trying to adjust when she was released on parole: “Prison wasn’t hard to do, freedom, now that
scared me, more than I even realized. The entire world changed since 2009.” (PSI, pp.212,
215.) Ms. Ravellette recognized that she needs counseling in order to deal with her drug
addiction, and her mental health issues, and she expressed a willingness to seek such treatment.
(PSI, pp.214-15.) She also enjoys the support of her mother, step-father, and aunt, who all wrote
letters expressing their willingness to help Mr. Ravellette better adjust to the world outside of the
prison walls. (PSI., pp.224-30.)
Idaho Courts recognize that a drug addiction and mental health issues, coupled with the
desire for treatment, and the support of family, are all mitigating factors that should counsel a
district court to impose a less severe sentence. See State v. Nice, 103 Idaho 89 (1982); State v.
Shideler, 103 Idaho 593 (1982); Hollon v. State, 132 Idaho 573 (1999). Mindful that the district
court imposed the sentence her counsel requested, Ms. Ravellette asserts the district court abused
its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence, in light of the mitigating factors that exist in
her case.
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CONCLUSION
Ms. Ravellette respectfully requests that this Court reduce her sentence as it deems
appropriate.
DATED this 28 th day of October, 2019.

Isl Jason C. Pinder
JASON C. PINTLER
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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